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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 38, 43, and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over German Patent 1985159 in view of Saint Gobain (the internet 
publication dated July 30, 2001 from the website http://www.twitex.com/fabrication- 
processies/tw-process.html , hereinafter referred to as Saint Gobain). 

German Patent '159 suggested that those skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made would have formed a hybrid fiber yarn material from 50% 
polypropylene and 50% natural fiber to form a hybrid spun yarn. The reference taught 
that the hybrid yarn was fed into an extrusion device wherein it was subjected to heat 
within the extrusion nozzle 6 which included as part of an extrusion device which 
supplied molten plastic to the commingled filaments from extruder 2. the reference 
taught that additional extruded plastic material was added to the melted commingled 
filaments and that the assembly was fed through a shaping nozzle 6. after being further 
provided with the thermoplastic material, the commingled and heated filaments were 
subjected to a winding operation wherein the so formed band was wound upon a 
mandrel 4. the applicant is referred to the machine translation and in particular the 
discussion found regarding to Example 1 on page 2 of the translation. The German 
Patent '159 failed to teach that those skilled in the art would have employed a glass 
fiber as the reinforcing fiber in the processing described therein. Additionally, while the 
extrusion nozzle clearly preheated the commingled yarn therein, it was not expressly 
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taught to preheat the material separate of the extrusion nozzle prior to introduction of 
the matrix which formed the exterior sheath about the material. 

The applicant is advised that those skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made would have known to incorporate a hybrid blend of glass and polypropylene fiber 
material in the manufacture of the wound assembly wherein in the extrusion operation 
one preheated the hybrid commingled material prior to entrance into the die as 
suggested by Saint Gobain. The reference to Saint Gobain taught that those skilled in 
the art would have employed this extrusion operation with the commingled yarn in order 
to provide a function (color or texture) to the reinforcement as well as increase the 
stiffness as reduce thermal expansion of the commingled fiber material. The reference 
taught that the commingled material was heated with IR heating means prior to being 
received by the co extrusion device which included an exit nozzle therein, the reference 
did not teach that those skilled in the art would have filament wound this product, 
however German Patent '159 suggested filament winding subsequent to the extrusion 
operation and German Patent '159 suggested that glass would have been a useful 
reinforcing material in the operation therein. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the techniques of 
Saint Gobain in the process of German Patent '159 in order to filament wind with a 
glass reinforcing fiber and polypropylene blend. 

Saint Gobain suggested a strip formed from glass and polypropylene filaments 
which are commingled together. Note regarding claim 43 that the reference to Saint 
Gobain suggested that the thermoplastic introduced in the extruder was for surface 
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finish and or texture to the finished strip. Clearly, such properties would have been 
conferred to the wound product as German Patent '159 suggested the winding of the 
strip of material. With respect to claim 44, the number of strips introduced and the 
number of dies employed was a function of the amount of reinforcement in the finished 
composite strip as well as the amount of thermoplastic matrix present (as well as 
whether or not one introduced multiple types of thermoplastic materials) and the use of 
plural dies and plural first composite strips was well known and conventional in the art. 
3. Claims 16, 18-22, 31, 32 and 40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the references as set forth above in paragraph 2 further taken with 
Smith (newly cited). 

The references as set forth above suggested that the thermoplastic would have 
been introduced into the extrusion die to provide matrix for the reinforcement in the 
operation of German Patent '159, however there is no indication in the reference that 
one would have introduced the material in an off center manner such that there was a 
layer of resin matrix (resin rich) region in the finished assembly. However, introduction 
of resin in a die where the resin was introduced under pressure into the die such that a 
resin rich surface coating was provided with the resin introduced in the die was known 
in composite article manufacture as evidenced by Smith. Smith suggested that surface 
deficiencies may exist in glass reinforced plastic articles and that such deficiencies were 
resolved by application of a gel coat to the fiber reinforced plastic materials, column 1 , 
lines 30-50. in order to provide a superior surface finish to the composite material, it was 
known to introduce the resin such that a resin rich surface was formed on the surface 
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and the matrix material introduced in the die was off center as defined in the claims and 
as suggested by Smith, in order to provide one with the ability to achieve a superior 
finish to the end product with a reduction in the amount of exposed glass fibers on the 
surface it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide the resin material in the die wherein the reinforcement 
was off center in order to provide a desired surface finish to the material as suggested 
by Smith in the process of making a composite strip and winding the same as taught 
above in paragraph 2. 

Regarding claim 18, while the references do not express a void volume of the 
strip, one skilled in the art would have desired to reduce the amount of void in the strip 
to a minimal amount in order to achieve a finished product with a minimal amount of 
voids, regarding claim 19, the reference to Saint Gobain clearly suggested that those 
skilled in the art would have preheated the assembly in order to facilitate suitable 
impregnation with the additional molten plastic material in the extruder, with respect to 
claim 20, note that German patent '159 as well as Saint Gobain suggested that one 
skilled in the art would have provided for heating above the melting point of the strip 
material and additionally recognize that one skilled in the art of filament winding would 
have understood that the material would have been heated at the point of lay down as 
suggested by Saint Gobain. Regarding claim 21 , note that the references suggested a 
50-50 blend of the reinforcement and matrix fibers in the assembly, regarding claim 22, 
note both references suggested that the material would have been subjected to an 
extruder die at the exit of the extruder in order to shape the tape prior to filament 
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winding the same. Regarding claims 31 and 32, note that the reference to German 
Patent '159 suggested the direct winding of the strip upon the mandrel without 
additional heat and pressure added thereto and thus it is not seen that additional heat 
and pressure were necessary in the winding operation therein, regarding claim 40, note 
that the reference to Smith clearly envisioned the off center coating and/or impregnation 
of the strip to provide a resin rich surface. Regarding claim 41, see the discussions 
above regarding claim 18. regarding claim 42, note that the thickness of the finished 
wound body from one end to the other was a function of the winding operation, i.e. by 
winding more material at one end of the mandrel one would have achieved a thicker 
end at one part of the shaft. Such winding techniques are well known and conventional 
in the art as a function of the desired finished assembly one wished to attain and use of 
such a winding process would have been within the purview of the ordinary artisan. 
4. Claims 33-37 and 39 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the references as set forth above in paragraph 2 further taken with PCT WO 
00/47397 for the same reasons as expressed in paragraph 6 of the office action dated 
December 3, 2008. 

With respect to the amendment to claim 33, note that the reference to German 
Patent '159 desired a constant amount of reinforcement therein. The reference to PCT 
'397 suggested that in some instances it was desirable to vary the strength of the 
pultruded component along it's length. To do the same one skilled in the art would have 
varied the cross sectional shape of the product by varying the cross sectional shape of 
the die (this is one way envisioned by PCT '397 to achieve varied strength along the 
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length of the product). In order to avoid resin rich or resin starved areas while changing 
the cross sectional shape at the exit of the die, one must increase the amount of resin 
fed to the die during pultrusion. Note that varying Resin percentage content in the cross 
section along the length while maintaining the amount of reinforcement constant would 
have resulted in varied product strength along the length of the material exiting the die. 
As German Patent '157 suggested that subsequent to exiting the die the material was 
wound on a mandrel, such processing with a variable cross section die would have 
resulted in variable weight percent of resin along the length of the wound product. 
Because it would have been desirable to produce a composite which had varied 
strength along its length by inclusion of additional resin within the product along the 
cross section of the length of the same, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to employ the techniques of PCT WO 
00/47397 in the process as set forth above in paragraph 2 to vary the amount of 
reinforcement and the final strength in the finished composite assembly. 

Response to Arguments 
5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 6, 1 8-22 and 31 -44 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

With respect to PCT '397, the applicant argues that while the reference did 
suggest that those skilled in the art knew how to vary the cross sectional shape of the 
material during pultrusion t required a complex and complicated die arrangement and 
such would have led one away from processing the material in this fashion. This is not 
well taken. Essentially, applicant has admitted that the reference taught changing the 
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cross sectional shape by varying the amount of thermoplastic introduced into the die, 
but that the reference taught away from doing the same because it was complicated 
and complex operations. The applicant is advised that their own disclosure gives no 
guidance as to the apparatus employed to vary the amount of thermoplastic introduced 
into the die to vary the amount of reinforcement along the length of the finished product. 
As such, it is assumed that applicant's have found that it was in fact not so complex or 
complicated to vary the cross sectional shape of the die at the exit to account for the 
increased amount of resin fed through the die to achieve the variations claimed. Clearly, 
because applicant is doing nothing more than what was suggested in the prior art (at 
least there is nothing special disclosed as it relates to the specific die arrangement 
which enabled one to vary the amount of thermoplastic introduced into the extruder) it is 
deemed that one skilled in the art would have known how to vary the cross section of 
the die at the exit of the die to achieve and/or accommodate the increase in resin fed to 
the die. Note that the reference to UK 2041489 suggested the variation in the cross 
section of the exit die during pultrusion. 

The additional references have been added to address the new limitations added 
to the claims. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Boggs taught an off center reinforcement and reasons why one 
skilled in the art would desire a resin rich layer on the surface of the finished composite 
assembly. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
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1212. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:30-4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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